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 Abstract 
Organisations survive and prosper through strategic focus and leadership (Hambrick & 
Pettigrew, 2001; Vera & Crossan 2004) and through the knowledge, energy, commitment and 
application of its employees. Central to the successes of the firm are firm-based systems, 
processes and practices related to the generation, use and reuse of knowledge (Skyrme, 1999). 
This theoretical paper addresses the research questions: how can organisations harness the 
passion for knowledge? Are there organizational arrangements and processes that support and 
foster the passion for knowledge? 
We review processes identified in managing knowledge across boundaries (Carlile, 2004) 
and the necessity for multiple processes of translation and transformation as well as transfer.  
We also review literature about knowledge in the context of both strategic and operational 
focus of a firm, examining the organizational arrangements and processes in an organization 
known for continuous new product development. We identify processes that support and 
foster the dynamic capabilities of continuous innovation based on knowledge creation and 
absorption, knowledge integration and knowledge reconfiguration (Verona & Ravasi, 2003). 
We apply these notions to a study of scientists engaged in public sector agriculture research in 
multiple dispersed locations and conclude with implications for the management of 
knowledge for innovation and recommendations for managers. 
Introduction 
The challenge for organisations is to encourage knowledge creating processes of 
individuals (Kelly, 2003, Koestler, 1964) and teams (Schrage, 2003), develop the knowledge 
capacities of the organizations (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Zahra & George, 2003), integrate 
knowledge from multiple internal and external sources (Matusik, 2002) and leverage from the 
knowledge of individuals to collective processes of knowledge generation.  
Organisations which successfully perform in the highly competitive global marketplace 
must tap into sources of private and public knowledge (Matusik, 2002), harness the 
knowledge, skills and abilities of their staff and find ways of generating new knowledge.  
This challenge is even more pressing in fast changing environments. One indicator of 
successful management of knowledge generation and use is the continuous development of 
new products and services which have economic value for the firm. We investigate research 
which includes a focus on individuals as creative forces as well as organisations which must 
translate the novelty or new ideas into innovation in fields of new products, processes or 
services. Hence we investigate multiple levels of knowledge creating processes to formulate 
knowledge processes and practices which contribute to innovation.  
Managing for knowledge includes managerial practices which encourage a passion for 
knowledge in purposeful employees as well as practices which lead to commitment to the 
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 firm. At the individual level, classical studies of individuals and teams concluded that the 
psychological requirements of individuals in the workplace include intrinsic satisfactions of 
the task with extrinsic rewards and punishments and a task orientation where an individual’s 
interest is aroused, engaged and directed by the character of the task. Indeed, it is 
recommended that individuals should have control over materials and processes of the task 
and the “task should be structured to induce forces on the individual toward aiding its 
completion or continuation” (Emery & Thorsrud, 1990: 180). In addition, where work groups 
have some autonomy and a wide sharing of the needed skills, the group can provide 
continuity in task performance unlikely to be achieved by individuals alone or under 
supervisory control (Emery, 1993: 183). 
The sharing of knowledge by employees plays an important role in knowledge 
development of an organisation. Such knowledge processes are influenced by the motivation 
of the sender, the receptivity of the receiver and the relationship between actors. One study of 
engineers and scientists found four features that distinguished effective from ineffective 
relationships:  knowing what another person knows and thus when to turn to them; being able 
to gain timely access to that person, willingness of the person sought out to engage in problem 
solving rather than to dump information, and the degree of safety in the relationship that 
promoted learning and creativity (Cross, Parker, Prusak & Borgatti, 2003). 
More recently an investigation of how personal sources of information contribute to 
actionable knowledge found that people cultivate different kinds of information relationships 
that are the source of 5 components of actionable knowledge: (1) solutions (both know-what 
and know-how), (2) referrals (pointers to other people or databases), (3) problem 
reformulation, (4) validation, and (5) legitimation. The quantitative study revealed that, while 
source expertise predicted receipt of these components of actionable knowledge, so too did 
expertise of the seeker and features of the relationship between the seeker and source (Cross 
and Sproull, 2004). 
This paper addresses the research questions: how can organisations harness the passion for 
knowledge? Are there organizational arrangements and processes that support and foster the 
passion for knowledge? Case studies of large successful firms such as 3M, Buckman Labs, 
Proctor and Gamble have often been used to identify the capabilities and knowledge based 
processes which form the basis of their success.  
Multiple Knowledge processes 
Managing knowledge for innovation is not a straightforward process. There are multiple 
players, systems to negotiate and practices to be developed. Innovation can be decribed as a 
set of interacting knowledge processes (Skyrme, 1999). These processes include the 
absorption of existing knowledge from the external environment, the creation of new 
knowledge through creative thinking and interchange of ideas, the rapid diffusion of ideas and 
insights through knowledge networking; the validation, refining and managing of innovation 
624
 knowledge, matching of creative ideas to unmet customer needs and in solved problems, and 
encapsulating and codifying knowledge into an appropriate form such as a tangible product, a 
production of a new internal process, training material for a new service a marketable design, 
patent etc (Skyrme, 1999:51). 
One approach is to identify forms and sources of knowledge and knowledge processes, 
such as those summarised below that can contribute to innovation are summarised in Table 1. 
Table 1. Forms of Knowledge and Processes. 
Forms of knowledge Knowledge Processes, systems and structures 
Customer knowledge 
Developing deep knowledge through customer relationships, and using 
it to enhance customer success through improved products and 
services 
Knowledge in products 
and services 
Embedding knowledge in products and surrounding them with 
knowledge-intensive services 
Knowledge in people 
Developing human competencies and nurturing an innovative culture 
where learning is valued and knowledge is shared. 
Knowledge in processes 
Embedding knowledge into business processes, and giving access to 
expertise at critical points 
Organizational memory 
Recording existing experience for future use, both in the form of 
explicit knowledge repositories and developing pointers to expertise 
Knowledge in 
relationships 
Improving knowledge flows across boundaries: with suppliers, 
customers and employees etc. 
Knowledge assets 
Measuring intellectual capital and managing its development and 
exploitation. 
Source: Developed from Skyrme (1999). 
 
This typology indicates the range of knowledge that may be useful in innovation processes 
as a starting point. The challenge lies in processes of bringing together such diverse sources of 
knowledge and in bridging the boundaries between them. 
First we review research regarding processes internal to a firm for managing knowledge 
across boundaries that are useful the creation of meaning and a common knowledge (Bechky 
2003; Carlile, 2004). Carlile (2004) reminds us that the effectiveness of managing knowledge 
across boundaries indictes that the relationship between actors is one where they not only 
share their knowledge, but also assess each other’s knowledge often through a common 
knowledge that actors use to share and assess each other’s domain-specific knowledge. He 
contends that “acknowledging both domain-specific knowledge and common knowledge at a 
boundary provides a useful distinction to better understand the challenges as actors try to 
work across domains when innovation is desired” (Carlile, 2004). 
Second from the innovation literature, we present a case study of Oticon, a long-
established Danish firm with a reputation for successful continuous product innovation 
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 (Verona & Ravasi, 2003). This case study investigated the knowledge-based capabilities of 
the firm that formed the foundation of their continuous product innovation. The case used 
analytical frameworks based on four components of a firm: actors, systems and structures, 
physical resources and culture. For example in the knowledge creation and absorption 
processes, actors included the skilled researchers, long term relationships with clients and 
collaboration with international experts. 
The importance of this study of Oticon is the detailed analysis of the multiple forms of 
knowledge development. The organisation is investigated using a framework of actors, 
structures and systems, physical resources and culture, but it is the combination of these 
factors which creates the dynamic capability that leverages the processes to new product 
creation. “Each of these four processes must to coexist and be coherent in order to generate 
competitive advantage through continuous innovation” (Verona & Ravasi, 2003: 601). 
Within Oticon, specific strategic directions included setting organizational priorities and 
reviewing projects by the senior strategic group allowed for combination and recombinations 
of dispersed knowledge.  
Finally we apply the principles of knowledge generation in both studies to a distributed 
public sector organisation engaged in research and development in agriculture, where staff 
were renowned for their depth of knowledge and expertise as well as passion for their work, 
in an organisational context with major changes in structure and purpose and a stronger 
business orientation. 
Common Knowledge and Shared Meaning 
Our understanding of knowledge processes builds on the importance of the links between 
“the local and the particular and the timely and the universal, the general and the timeless” 
(Suchman, 2003) and the crossing of knowledge boundaries which contribute to rich 
understandings and the need for common knowledge. We support the notion that 
organizational knowledge a form of distributed social expertise where “knowledge is 
something people do together” (Gheradi & Nicolini 2003: 205) and where knowledge is 
constantly constructed and is therefore dynamic and provisional (Gheradi & Nicolini, 
2003:207). 
In this context organizational knowledge is more than an accumulation of knowledge from 
multiple sources and often requires translation, “The process of translation creates the 
networks and the actors as much as the object: actors, relational networks and translation 
processes are constructed through interactions” (Gheradi & Nicolini, 2003: 210) where 
translation is often through intermediaries or through artifacts, techniques and technologies.   
Bechky’s (2003) work also supported the perspective that knowledge is shared through a 
process of transformation where members of different communities co-created common 
ground that transforms their understanding of the product and the production process. 
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 Domain specific knowledge as well as common knowledge may need to be transformed to 
effectively share at the boundaries.  
Carlile (2004) discusses knowledge in terms of difference, dependence and novelty, 
summarised below. He describes examples of common lexicon is developed that is sufficient 
to share and assess knowledge such as taxonomies or storage and retrieval  technologies. 
Common meanings are developed to create shared meanings and provide an adequate means 
of sharing and assessing knowledge at  a boundary, eg. such as cross-functional teams. 
Novelty generates different interests between actors that impedes their ability to share and 
assess knowledge. Common interests are developed to transform knowledge and interests and 
provide an adequate means of sharing and assessing knowledge at a boundary.  
Difference, are found in amount of knowledge present such as between a novice and an 
expert, as well as difference in the type of specific domain knowledge in problem solving. 
Here knowledge is not only localized but invested in a given practice whihc takes takes time 
and investment to develop, but is also seen to be ‘at stake’ when new understandings or 
novelty are presented. 
Dependence is  must take into account other’s knowledge to achieve goals, where 
differences in kind not just in degree require capacity to develop adequate common 
knowledge as resources and tasks change” Carlile (2004:556). Novelty to share with others 
and novelty to assess and involves the capacity of the common language to express it and the 
ability of the actors involved to use it. 
Case study of continuous innovation 
Oticon, a leading company in hearing aid industry was known for its continuous supply of 
new products in nineties. Verona & Revasi (2003) argue that the dynamic capability of this 
firm is founded on the processes of knowledge creation and absorption, knowledge integration 
and knowledge reconfiguration. These processes can be explained in further detail. For 
example, ‘knowledge creation and absorption reflects a long term commitment to basic 
science, its potential rechnological and market possibilites and creation of a international 
reputation and ability to absorb knowledge from the outside. Knowledge integration or the 
capacity to shape and manage a context that stimulates latent and dispersed resources so they 
can jointly contribute to developing and launching new products. Knowledge configuration 
regareds the creation of an open structure that makes it possible to redefine role systems and 
relational patterns in a flexible way inorder it make it easier to recombine resources 
continuously; this process of recombination allows the company to keep the new product 
pipeline filled” (Verona & Ravasi, 2003: 579). 
These researchers contend that the building blocks of product innovation are “the actors, 
structures and systems, physical resources and culture and but it is the dynamic capability that 
leverages them to new product creation. Each of these four processes must to coexist and be 
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 coherent in order to generate competitive advantage through continuous innovation” (Verona 
& Ravasi, 2003: 601). 
The organisation consists of a number of different actors, different physical resources, 
structures and systems and cultures. Different units of Oticon have particular responsibilities 
but it is the bringing together of multiple forms of high level knowledge and reconfiguration 
that forms the basis of Oticon’s success. These processes are illustrated in Figure 1.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.  
Unbundling dynamic capabilities: the knowledge-based processes at Oticon (Ravasi& Verona, 2003: 579). 
 
Application of framework to case study of public sector R&D agricultural 
organization  
We chose for our study an organization where the purpose of the organisation was to create 
knowledge and services and give them away for the public good rather than maximize private 
profit. We particularly explored business groups established with a focus on pareticualr 
aspects of agriculture from horticulture to farming systems. 
We carried out 60 semi-structured interviews with senior and middle management staff 
members and external stakeholders, observer status note taking at senior management and 
board level meetings and content analysis of archival records. Units at project, program and 
business group and organizational levels were purposely sampled. 
Knowledge Reconfiguration 
Knowledge  
Integration 
Knowledge Creation and 
Absorption 
CONTINUOUS 
INNOVATION 
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 Research on knowledge processes in innovation from two processes at the R&D project 
teams and the whole organisation suggest the importance of local development of ideas, 
combinations or integration of these ideas as well as potential reconfigurations of such 
knowledge with different structures for different product outputs. Interviews with scientists 
identified  a number of ways in which these scientists develop new products, processes or 
applications for their clients and include developing: 
• plant varieties better suited to particular end users eg durum wheat for pasta; malting 
barley for brewers,  
• plant  varieties which will grow under certain conditions, such as increased resistance to 
pests or diseases, in crops such as bananas, citrus, pineapples, 
• plant varieties suitable for local conditions for sub-tropical climate eg strawberries 
• plant varieties which have better returns for processors in the marketplace eg. larger 
plants which make the marketing of products more viable and give better prices for 
growers. 
These research teams are focused on particular outcomes and engaged in processes for 
longer term solutions such as reducing chemical usage, promoting sustainability of industries, 
integrated pest management, improved market access for crops and vaieties and natural 
production systems. 
Scientists are close to their customers with regular contact through field days with farmers 
and their representatives, phone calls, close to industry groups such as grain grower 
associations who want research into particular pests and diseases, close to funding sources 
such as research and development corporations and industry associations  which provide 
funding for specific outcomes.  The research processes involve meeting the requirements of 
the customers, from growers or millers or processors, but also using knowledge gained in one 
area to benefit customers in other areas. 
These scientists can apply their knowledge and skills to enable responses to situations that 
occur. 
The knowledge created in these projects is embedded in the individual and in the teams 
which develop projects. Knowledge embedded in technologies in field trials, testing 
procedures and the networks of stakeholders and to some extent becomes system embedded 
knowledge of organisation. 
The knowledge generation is maximised in a number of ways by instituting practices 
which require multiple disciplines and collaboration, and include: 
 
1) Structuring project groups with a core of scientists from a range of different disciplines 
with the ability to bring in other scientists if new developments occur. 
2) Strategic planning for their internal teams and business groups, setting directions on an 
annual basis 
3) Developing plans for collaborative teams and reviewing  
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 4) Regular meeting regularly on a team basis as well as on a project basis to encourage 
synergies across projects 
5) Meeting consumers on their own turf; getting a clear idea of the local issues, and the 
challenges they are facing; 
6) Developing relationships with other members of the project team who come from 
different organisations  
7) Scientists using their knowledge of crop production and varieties to extend and develop 
applications developed in one field to a different crop. 
8) Systematic experimentation and application of useful unexpected findings to end users.  
These approaches improve the understanding of situation, develop relationships between 
members and encourage non obvious processes of trust and involvement. 
The challenge the business unit was facing was to identify processes which would lead to 
new possibilities in porganisational arrangements to allow new ways f working within the 
larger organisation. 
We apply Ravasi & Verona’s (2003) framework to the knowledge processes at the 
organizational level using the headings of knowledge creation and absorption, knowledge 
integration and knowledge reconfiguration and the results are summarized in Table 2. 
 
 Actors Physical Resources Structures and Systems Culture 
Knowledge 
creation & 
absorption 
Skilled researchers 
with depth of 
expertise; Long term 
relationships with an 
extensive pool of 
farmers; 
Collaborations with 
experts from 
international research 
centers and 
universities 
Well established 
premises, some 
laboratories 
 
Operational autonomy of 
the researchers; Director 
of each institute  some 
discretion over the use of 
the annual budget; 
Budgetary constraints 
from head office; 
Knowledge of markets 
that can be fed back into 
growing cycles possible 
outlets for produce 
working with industry 
associations as the voice 
of farmer  
 
 
Orientation to 
scientific and 
applied research; 
Open attitude 
towards the 
scientific 
community 
willingness to share 
research results 
Knowledge 
integration 
Technical experts 
loosely affiliated with 
professional areas; 
Employees with 
eclectic skills, able to 
work in an 
conventional 
environment 
Transport available 
to cover large 
distances 
 
Easily accessible 
electronic archive 
 
Regular meetings with 
whole team and advisors; 
Cross-functional teams; 
Businesss manager 
personnel 
appointed;Self-
participation in projects 
Push toward 
business 
orientation; 
Broad departmental 
identification; 
Interaction and 
dialogue 
encouraged;  
Knowledge Experienced senior Strong  Workplace design tightly Top down control 
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 reconfiguration managers; established 
forms of practice 
within larger 
organisation 
 
departmental 
configuration; 
senior leadership 
team with 
concentrated 
allocation of 
financial resources 
structured; tight coupling 
of busienss units 
Little openness to 
individual proposals 
and individual 
creativity; 
Strategic processes 
driven from top 
 
We found that the processes of knowledge creation and aborption, knowledge integration 
and knowledge reconfiguration processes were well present within the  business groups we 
studied. We also found that these processes did not extend to the larger organisation where the 
actors and the structure and systems and culture were focused on a more hierarchical and 
tightly coupled manaer. 
Conclusions and Implications for Managers 
Our research with knowledge processes in business units of a large public sector research 
and development organisation identified the passion that people invested in their work and the 
gaining and application of knowledge, often through problem-solving.  The business units 
also struggled to develop new practices at the team, business unit and with new relationships 
with the broader organisational level. Reviews of recent studies of capturing knowledge for 
innovation level and the larger organisation level and used these as a lens through to review 
our previous work. 
We found that processes of transfer and translation were encouraged by the structures, 
systems and culture of the business units. These business teams also engaged in 
transformation activities regarding the business practices they now supported and the loose 
coupling of these units and the flexibility this provided lead to new and productive ways of 
working. However little of the common and shared meanings developed within the business 
units was transferred to the larger organisation. 
We conclude that these processes of knowledge creation and absorption, knowledge 
integration and knowledge configuration were present in the harnessing of passion and 
knowledge at the business unit level of the organisation although they were not transferred  
across the broader organisational boundaries through the tight coupling of the larger 
organisation and the lack of possibilities of reconfiguration at that level. The notions, ideas 
and new ‘business’ ways of thinking while required of the business units challenged existing 
practices and the higher executive functions of the organisation were called into question. The 
business processes of research, development and extension were largely ‘contained’ within 
tight bureaucratic structures. Capturing passion and knowledge for innovation is a complex 
multifaceted process. We found that knowledge transfer, translation and transformation 
processes were present at the business unit level but these solutions at the local context were 
not successfully negotiated throughout the organization. 
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